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ROBBHT C. MURPHY 
CHICF Juooc 

COUKT or AP»»«ALS or MAnrnHB 
COURTS   Or AHPtAL  BUIUDIHO 

ANNAFOUIS, MARYLAND ei^oi 

January 16, 1986 

Hon. Melvin A. Steinberg 
President of the Senate 
State House 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin 
Speaker of the House 
State House 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re: Judgeship Needs — Fiscal Year 1987 

Gentlemen: 

In accordance with established procedures, I submit herewith my 
certification as to the need for additional judgeships for Fiscal Year 
1987. After careful study of all the information available to me, I 
believe that no additional judgeships should be created during the 1986 
Session of the General Assembly. I state this position fully realizing 
that in many areas of the State, court dockets are extremely overcrowded 
and judicial strength is tested to its maximum limits. 

Before providing details as to my reasons for not requesting any new 
judicial positions next year, please permit me to summarize our annual 
review process. As in the past, the Administrative Office of the Courts 
has prepared a statistical analysis of the workload and performance of 
our circuit courts. By applying a workload measure to case filings 
projected through Fiscal 1987 and by applying other statistical data, 
preliminary indications are made as to where additional judgeships may or 
may not be needed. (A copy of the Analysis, Exhibit A, is attached for 
your review and consideration.) 

The preliminary analysis is distributed to the eight circuit admin- 
istrative judges who are encouraged to submit their own views as to the 
needs for judges (see attached Exhibits B-l through B-8). These views 
are shared in some instances with other circuit court judges, bar asso- 
ciations, and legislators, as well as local governmental officials. 



Hon. Melvin A. Steinberg 
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin 
Page 2. 
January 16, 1986 

Finally, after reviewing the statistical analysis and the responses of 
the administrative judges, certification is prepared. 

As of July 1, 1985, there were 219 judicial positions authorized in 
Maryland, allocated in the following manner: 

Court of Appeals 7 judges 
Court of Special Appeals   13 judges 
Circuit Courts 109 judges 
District Court 90 judges 

Each of these court levels undertakes to maximize the use of limited 
resources in order to keep current with their burgeoning caseloads. Some 
steps taken by these courts include the temporary recall of retired 
judges; the assignment of active judges from other areas of the State, as 
well as other courts; and various other administrative efforts aimed at 
managing caseload, particularly in the preliminary phases of litigation. 
All of these efforts are helpful in controlling the courts' workload but, 
from time to time, it is necessary to add permanent judicial positions. 

After conferring with Chief Judge Richard P. Gilbert of the Court of 
Special Appeals, I plan not to seek any additional judicial positions in 
that Court in Fiscal 1987. A number of factors have helped this Court 
stabilize its workload over the past several years. One example was when 
the General Assembly passed legislation in 1983 limiting certain criminal 
appeals. This law changed the handling of cases by the Court where the 
defendants entered a guilty plea in the circuit court from appeals as a 
matter of right to applications for leave to appeal. As a result, a 
number of criminal appeals have been reduced from the Court's regular 
docket. This procedural change, along with the continued use of the 
prehearing conference in the Court of Special Appeals and the additional 
law clerks provided several years ago by the General Assembly, convinces 
me that there will be no need for any permanent judgeships in the Court 
of Special Appeals in Fiscal 1987. 

With respect to the circuit courts, I am not seeking any additional 
judicial positions in any of the eight judicial circuits throughout the 
State, although I believe two jurisdictions, Carroll and Charles 
Counties, may be on the verge of needing permanent judgeships within the 
near future. I take this position with great reservation, realizing that 
the circuit courts in many areas of the State are greatly overworked, and 
many courts have done a yeoman job in keeping abreast of the rising tide 
of litigation. In Fiscal 1985, the circuit court reported nearly 172,000 
total filings, statewide.  This is approximately 10,000 additional 
filings greater than the previous fiscal year. Much of this increase is 
attributable to the following factors: A high number of cases filed with 
the courts affecting the family — divorce, child abuse, foster place- 
ments, etc.; greater influx of cases involving specialized litigation, 
such as asbestos claims; and a multitude of misdemeanor cases which are 
now being filed in the circuit court after having requested a jury trial 
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2 nnn ^l?0*  Court* With re9ard to the 1atter. ^ "seal 1985, over 
19,000 of these cases were removed from the District Court to the circuit 
court. This is nearing catastrophic numbers and should be addressed by 
legislative remedy as recommended by the Executive Conmittee of the 
Judicial Conference. 

As to the individual circuit courts. Judge Pollitt states that he 
may be needing an additional judge in the near future; however, because 
of constraints in physical facilities, he is not Inclined to request an 
additional judge at this time. Judge Rasin, in the Second Judicial Cir- 
cuit, points out that while he sees no immediate need for an additional 
judge at this time, he foresees the need for some judicial assistance in 
Cecil County in the near future. In the Third Judicial Circuit, Judge 
Cicone states that he is not seeking any additional judgeships for Fiscal 
1987. In the Fourth Judicial Circuit, Judge Wright informs me that there 
is no need for an additional circuit court judge in the Western region of 
our State. 

nrx- Acc°rdin9 to the statistical formula used by the Administrative 
Office of the Courts, Carroll County shows the greatest need for a judge 
within the Fifth Circuit in Fiscal 1987 — 0.9 of a judge. Population 
projections also tend to suggest that this county will continue to 
experience growth over the next several years. While Judge Thieme 
supports the Carroll County Bar Association's request for an additional 
judge, I am reluctant to request a permanent judgeship at this time until 
it is apparent that the recent surge in caseload statistics continues 
over a sustained period of time. If the workload demands continue to 
exist and if there is support at the local level for authorization of an 
additional judgeship, I will not hesitate to request a third judge for 
Carroll County in the near future. In the interim, if any immediate 
judicial assistance is needed in Carroll County, it can be filled on an 
intra-circuit basis or, if need be, from other areas of the State. 

In the Sixth Circuit, it would appear judicial strength is adequate 
even though Judge Cahoon points to a rising number of court filings. 
Judge Loveless, in the Seventh Judicial Circuit, supports Judge Bowling's 
request for an additional judge in Charles County in Fiscal 1987. 
Charles County, like Carroll County, is one of the leading areas of the 
State where growth will be experienced over the next several years — 
perhaps through the 1990's. If caseload demands continue to press the 
Charles County Bench in the future, I will be left with no other alterna- 
tive but to request a third judgeship for Charles County as well. 
Temporary judicial assistance (if needed) will be provided on a short- 
term basis in order to keep existing workloads current. 

In Baltimore City in Fiscal 1987, it appears there will be no need 
for an additional judgeship. However, if jury trial prayers continue to 
plague the Eighth Judicial Circuit, additional judicial resources will 
undoubtedly be needed. 
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aHHitl^a   S<*! !h? ;istrict Court, Chief Judge Sweeney has requested one 
additional District Court judgeship for Montgomery County in Fiscal  1987 
Citing  increases  in both motor vehicle and civil  case  filinas    CM.f 

^iKJHh^Vn? ^ 0ne addit10nal WlrtH "slitlS.' c'ourt in 
reloecttogm 0f£

k„l2 0f«MiM J,1ch haS- built ">' Particularly with 
areas of ?hj, <LJ!**??S\   ^'^ the assignment of judges  from other 
IS L!li   *   H^6 1S not a1ways a desirable answer to combat schedulina 
and backlog problems,  it may be the only alternative available ona 

»oidinToff"? Xs«t 1LW)rk1-0!? p:ob1?s d1ss1pate- I am theref^e 

Monig^ry^c'ounVtMs year0.' '  JUd9eShiP  f0r  the  DiStr1Ct  Court  for 

Court?1 fST.r^-nH^rh""^ be
r

nee<ie,d in the ne^ ^ture in the Circuit courts for Carroll and Charles Counties, as well  as the District Court 
for Montgomery County, I believe that the need is not sufficiently uroent 
to request additional judgeships this year. suTTicieniiy urgent 

Respectfully yours, 

Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge 

RCM:npg 
Enc. 
cc: Hon. Harry Hughes, Governor 

Snn* ktZtTt  Lni!iiuaM*u^?irman' Senate Bud9et and Taxation Conmittee 
Hon. Thomas V. "Mike" MTller, Jr., Chairman, Senate Judicial 

Proceedings Committee 
Hon. R. Clayton Mitchell, Chairman, House Appropriations Committee 
Hon. Joseph E. Owens, Chairman, House Judiciary Conmittee 
Hon. Richard P. Gilbert, Chief Judge, Court of Special Appeals 
Hon. Raymond G. Thieme, Jr., Chairman, Conference of Circuit Judges 
Hon. Robert F. Sweeney, Chief Judge, District Court 
Circuit Administrative Judges 
James H. Norris, Jr., Esq., State Court Administrator 
F. Carvel Payne, Esq., Director, Dept. of Legislative Reference 
Ms. Leonore C. Colcross, Staff Assistant, Dept. of Budget and Fiscal 

Planning 
Mr. Warren G. Descheneaux, Jr., Legislative Analyst, Dept. of 

Legislative Reference 
Mr. Peter J. Lally, Assistant State Court Administrator 
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE NEED FOR 

ADDITIONAL JUDGESHIPS IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

Fiscal 1987 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On January 4, 1979, Chief Judge Robert C. Murphy began an annual 

procedure of formally certifying to the General Assembly the need for 

additional circuit court judges in Maryland. This process, which has 

become known as the certification process (or judicial allocation plan), 

was suggested by the Legislative Policy Committee prior to the 1979 

session of the legislature. Since its implementation, it has allowed 

the Judiciary the opportunity to present the need for judgeships based 

on a review of a comprehensive set of factors including workload and 

other variables which affect the day-to-day movement of cases through 

the State's judicial system. 

The Chief Judge's Certification Process involves three different 

steps. The starting point and the subject of this report is a statis- 

tical analysis prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

Several variables are considered at this stage: actual and projected 

filings; the number of pending cases per judge; the number of dispo- 

sitions per judge; the ratio of attorneys to judges; the time required 

for the filing of the case through disposition (broken down by criminal, 

civil, and juvenile) and the population per judge for each jurisdiction 

in Maryland. By reviewing these factors and applying caseload projec- 

tions, preliminary indications can be made as to where additional judges 

are needed. It is important to emphasize that these indicators are only 



preliminary and they are developed to act only as a guide in assisting 

where additional judicial positions may be needed. The final decision 

or position of the Judiciary is not made until the end of the third 

step. 

The second phase of certification involves local input. It is at 

this stage of development, after reviewing the statistical analysis 

prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts and assessing local 

factors, that each circuit administrative judge responds to the need for 

additional judgeships. This response is given after several groups or 

individuals have been consulted. For example, the circuit adminis- 

trative judge will seek the views of the administrative judge from the 

county where an additional judge may be considered. He will also 

solicit opinions from all or a select number of members of the bench 

from that county. He undertakes to gain additional insight from members 

of the bar. State and local legislators, and other individuals involved 

with providing local support. In all, based on a thorough review of the 

local environment and additional factors which may justify the need for 

increasing judgeships, the circuit administrative judge is asked to 

address the circuit's need for additional judgeships. In responding, 

the circuit administrative judge is asked to address the following 

points: 

A. Is there agreement . or disagreement with the statistical 

analysis prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts? 

B. If there is disagreement with the analysis for additional 

judges, what factors (inter- or intra-circuit assignments, 

use of District Court judges, lack of physical facilities. 



c. 

D. 

lack of fiscal support, use of retired judges, improved 

administrative procedures, etc.) support this view? 

If there is disagreement with the analysis against additional 

judges, what factors (such as unavailability of inter- or 

intra-circuit assignment. District Court judges, or retired 

judges, availability of physical facilities and local fiscal 

support, complexity of cases, demographic factors, economic 

factors, etc.) support this view? Are there caseflow manage- 

ment procedures that could be improved to reduce need for 

more judges? 

If there is agreement with the formula recommendations, are 

there physical facilities and anticipated local financial 

support for any recommended additional judgeships? Does the 

local delegation of State legislators support this need? 

What is the position of the local bar and others who might be 

called upon to support the request for an additional judge- 

ship? 

The final phase of the certification plan occurs when the Chief 

Judge of the Court of Appeals reviews the responses from administrative 

judges as well as the preliminary statistical analysis. Before making a 

final decision, he may also choose to discuss the request further with 

the administrative judge or others whom he feels may have specific 

knowledge about the request. Final certification is then drafted for 

the legislative leadership based on a distillation of all the informa- 

tion available to the Chief Judge.  This step is normally taken in 

advance of the legislature convening in January. 



II.  METHODOLOGY FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

in order to statistically review the need for judgeships, many 

sets of factors (or variables) can be looked at in order to help gauge 

where an additional judge may be needed. In Maryland, the first step is 

to assess the relative need of a jurisdiction by reviewing factors which 

may influence workload and performance of the courts. The second 

approach is to look at the specific needs of a jurisdiction by applying 

a particular formula. If the relative needs analysis and the formula 

approach both indicate a need for an additional judgeship, then there is 

a strong likelihood that a solid statistical need exists for a judgeship 

in that jurisdiction. 

Reviewing the time required to terminate cases (performance 

measures) is one method of showing how the circuit courts are coping 

with increases in caseload. Table 3 illustrates the average number of 

days between filing and disposition for all cases terminated over the 

past four fiscal years (1982, 1983, 1984, and 1985). Generally, civil 

cases top the list in terms of processing time and it appears that the 

average wait for these cases is approximately 200 days. Criminal 

filings are the next highest in terms of statewide disposition rates 

averaging 111 days (Fiscal 1985) followed by Juvenile filings which 

averaged 64 days (Fiscal 1985). 

Workload measures are compared in Table 5. These include filings 

per judge, pending cases per judge, dispositions per judge, population 

per judge, and attorney/judge ratio. (Detailed population figures are 

found in Table 4.) All factors (or variables) are then ranked in 

Table 6.  A distinction is made between what are termed predictive 



factors and performance factors. Predictive factors tend to indicate 

those elements which may affect the amount of business or workload of 

the courts in the foreseeable future, while performance factors general- 

ly show the ability of the courts to handle their workload. By compar- 

ing the two sets of factors collectively (Table 7), one can gain a 

perspective of the relative needs of the jurisdictions in Maryland in 

terms of volume and their ability to cope with these demands. 

After having reviewed the method for determining relative needs, a 

more specific analysis of each area of the State is then considered. 

Projections are developed for Fiscal 1986 and Fiscal 1987 and then 

applied to a scale to predict numerically the need for judicial posi- 

tions. The following scale was utilized for Fiscal 1987: 

A. 1,000 case filings in jurisdictions with 1 to 3 judicial 
officers; 

B. 1,100 case filings in jurisdictions with 4 to 8 judicial 
officers; 

C. 1,200 case filings in jurisdictions with 9 to 14 judicial 
officers; 

D. 1,300 case filings in jurisdictions with 15 to 19 judicial 
officers; and 

E. 1,400 case filings in jurisdictions with 20 or more judicial 
officers. 

The results of the filings standard analysis are shown in Table 8. 

The first column after the jurisdiction represents the total 1987 

projected filings for law, equity, criminal, and juvenile cases. The 

second column represents existing authorized judgeships.  The third 

column shows the number of available full- and part-time masters, both 

juvenile and domestic relations and also District Court judges who are 

cross designated to hear juvenile and other matters in the circuit 



court. The fourth column then combines the second and third columns 

into a total combined number of judicial officers. The fifth column 

illustrates the projected number of total case filings per judicial 

officer. The sixth column shows the estimate of judge needs by applying 

the appropriate filing standard to the projected adjusted caseload, and 

the last column represents preliminary estimate of needed judicial 

manpower in terms of existing judicial resources and projected need. A 

surplus is shown by a number in parentheses and a shortage or a need for 

judges is shown by a number without parentheses. 

III. GENERAL TRENDS WITHIN THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

In the circuit courts, 171,964 filings were reported in Fiscal 

1985 compared to 161,038 cases filed in Fiscal 1984 (excluding juvenile 

matters filed in Montgomery County). This represents a difference of 

nearly 10,000 additional filings or an increase in approximately 6.8 

percent in total filings. Increases were reported in all three func- 

tional categories: civil filings, 4.5 percent; criminal filings, 15.8 

percent; and juvenile filings, 2.9 percent. (Percentage increases do 

not include juvenile filings in Montgomery County Juvenile Court. See 

Table 1.) Within each of the major categories, domestic relations, 

contested confessed judgments, and unreported law increased the greatest 

on the civil side while jury trial requests in misdemeanor cases in- 

creased the most in the criminal portion of the circuit court workload. 

With respect to the latter, the General Assembly in 1981 passed a 

law aimed at reducing the number of demands made for jury trials in the 

District Court (Chapter 608, Acts of 1981). As a result, jury trial 

requests dropped one-half after the first year. (See insert.) Then, in 



Fiscal 1983, two years after passage of the Gerstung law, jury trial 

prayers increased close to the level where they were prior to the 

enactment of Chapter 608. The impact of this law was further questioned 

in April of 1984 when the Court of Appeals ruled unconstitutional the 

denial of a jury trial for a theft offense carrying a penalty of 18 

months' imprisonment. (See Kawamura v. State. 299 Md. 276, 473 A.2d 438 

(1984).) In Fiscal 1984, jury trial prayers exceeded the 1981 level, 

thus all but eliminating the effect of this law and bringing back 

greater workload problems for the circuit courts. In Fiscal 1985, jury 

trial requests rose to 19,180 filings. This is 6,890 additional filings 

(56 percent) since Fiscal Year 1981 and 5,987 additional filings (45 

percent) over the past fiscal year. It is clear that if the present 

trend continues, the circuit court will be inundated with criminal cases 

from the District Court. 

Jury Trial Prayers Pre- and Post-Gerstung Law (Chapter 608) 

Baltimore City* 
Anne Arundel County 
Baltimore County 
Montgomery County 
Prince George's County 
All Other Counties 

Statewide 

Jury Trial 
Prayers 

Pre-Ch.608 

7/1/80- 
6/30/81 

5,925 
503 

1,312 
636 
952 

2,962 

12,290 

7/1/81- 
6/30/82 

2,034 
381 

1,050 
489 
895 

1,399 

6,248 

Jury Trial Prayers 
Post-Ch.608 

7/1/82- 
6/30/83 

3,209 
392 

1,424 
1,223 
1,583 
1,930 

7/1/83- 
6/30/84 

4,128 
459 

1,513 
1,924 
2,755 
2,414 

7/1/84- 
6/30/85 

5,948 
720 

2,245 
2,631 
4,043 
3,593 

9,761   13,193   19,180 

•Based on number of defendants provided by the Criminal Assignment Office 
of the Circuit Court for Baltimore City. 



Since the certification process began in January of 1979, 19 

circuit court judgeships and four District Court judgeships have been 

created. During the 1979 session of the General Assembly, seven circuit 

court judges were approved -- two in Anne Arundel, one each in Baltimore 

City, Charles, Montgomery, Prince George's, and Worcester Counties 

(Chapter 480, Acts of 1979). In 1980, while the circuit judgeship bills 

were not enacted (SB 674 and HB 997), one District Court judge was 

authorized in Howard County (Chapter 266, Acts of 1980). The following 

year, 1981, the General Assembly approved six circuit court judges under 

the certification process — two in Baltimore County, one each in 

Harford, Howard, Montgomery, and Washington Counties (Chapters 532 and 

634 of 1981 Acts).  In 1982, one circuit court judge was approved in 

Prince George's County (Chapter 132 of 1982 Acts).  During the 1983 

session, one judge was approved in the District Court for Montgomery 

County (Chapter 141 of 1983 Acts); two circuit court judgeship requests 

in Frederick County and Baltimore City were not approved. 

In 1984, the General Assembly created five new judicial positions: 

two District Court judgeships, one each in Prince George's County and 

Baltimore City (Chapter 107 of 1984 Acts); and three additional judge- 

ships in the circuit courts, one each in Baltimore, Frederick, and 

Prince George's Counties (Chapter 191 of 1984 Acts). During the 1985 

session of the General Assembly, two circuit court judgeships were 

authorized, one each for Montgomery and Prince George's Counties (Chap- 

ter 21 of 1985 Acts). This means that over 79 percent of judgeship 

requests have been approved since the certification program began at the 

request of the Legislative Policy Committee over seven years ago. 



IV.  CIRCUIT-BY-CIRCUIT ANALYSIS 

First Circuit 

Dorchester, Wicomico, Worcester, and Somerset Counties comprise 

the four-county area of the southern portion of the Eastern Shore of 

Maryland known as the First Judicial Circuit. Of these four subdi- 

visions, Wicomico County represents the largest both in terms of case- 

load filings and overall growth in permanent population. By July 1, 

1986, it is projected that Wicomico County will have a population of 

71,100 residents or approximately 9.7 percent greater than what was 

reported during the 1980 census (Table 4). Also by this same time, it 

is expected that 2,606 cases will be filed in the circuit court for 

Wicomico County — approximately 16 percent greater than the current 

fiscal year. This correlates to approximately 0.6 of a judge according 

to the projection formula utilized in Table 8 and shows the county may 

be on the verge of needing an additional judge in the near future. With 

respect to the other three jurisdictions within the circuit, it is 

anticipated that adequate judicial strength will be available to handle 

the workload as projected through Fiscal 1987 (Table 8). 

Second Circuit 

Collectively, the five-county region of the Second Judicial 

Circuit, Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's, and Talbot Counties, shows 

no additional need for judgeships to be authorized in Fiscal 1987. This 

is due to the fact that projection forecasts (Table 2) estimate that 

6,119 case filings will be reported in the Second Judicial Circuit in 

Fiscal 1987. This is consistent with the judicial resources now avail- 

able (Table 8) to handle this workload assuming that one of the current 
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District Court judges will continue to hear juvenile matters on a 

regular basis in Cecil County. 

Third Circuit 

During the past fiscal year, total court filings increased in both 

Baltimore and Harford Counties, the two jurisdictions that make up the 

Third Judicial Circuit. Baltimore County's case filings climbed from 

18,352 in Fiscal 1984 to 20,176 case filings in Fiscal 1985. This 

represents a difference of 9.9 percent. Harford County also increased 

from 4,579 case filings in Fiscal 1984 to 4,968 in Fiscal 1985, an 

increase of about 8.4 percent. By Fiscal 1987, it is expected that both 

of these jurisdictions will report 25,938 total court filings. In terms 

of the caseload formula utilized in Table 8, this will require 0.5 of a 

judge for the circuit, 0.4 of a judge in Baltimore County and 0.1 of a 

judge in Harford County. 

With respect to other workload measures, Baltimore County ranks 

third in population per judge (55,800 to 1) and third in attorney/judge 

ratio (146 to 1) while Harford County is third in the number of pending 

cases per judge (1,617) and first in the State for the longest disposi- 

tion time of criminal cases (173 days). 

Fourth Circuit 

In Fiscal 1985, Allegany, Garrett, and Washington Counties report- 

ed 5,947 filings. This is 10.5 percent greater than Fiscal 1984 (5,378 

filings) and 15.9 percent more than Fiscal 1983 (5,130 filings). 

Despite these increases, it appears from the caseload formula utilized 

in Table 8 that sufficient judicial resources will be available in the 

Fourth Judicial Circuit through Fiscal 1987. 
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Fifth Circuit 

The three counties in the Fifth Judicial Circuit (Anne Arundel, 

Carroll, and Howard) represent the largest population growth center 

projected for the State through the eighties. By July 1, 1986, it is 

estimated that the counties within this circuit will be comprised of 

689,800 people (Table 4). This is over 100,000 more people reported for 

the area in July 1980 and represents more than half of the State's 

population growth projected for the six-year period between July 1980 

and July 1986. 

Population growth does not always correlate with growth in litiga- 

tion; however, over the past three years, each of the three counties 

has experienced a steady and consistent growth in the number of reported 

filings. Most significant within this growth pattern is in Anne Arundel 

County where the number of filings has increased from 13,589 filings in 

Fiscal 1983 to 16,501 filings in Fiscal 1984 to a record number of 

18,250 filings in Fiscal 1985 (see Table 2). Most of this growth is 

attributable to a high number of contempt petitions reopened in child 

support and paternity cases within recent years. 

In relation to projected judgeship needs, the Fifth Circuit shows 

an overall need of 0.6 of a judge in Fiscal 1987 (Table 8). The great- 

est of this need appears to be in Carroll County where 0.9 of a judge is 

forecast for Fiscal 1987. This jurisdiction ranks second in population 

per judge (55,800 to 1), third in the number of dispositions per judge 

(1,678), and fourth in the number of filings per judge (1,772). Carroll 

County also recorded the second highest elapsed time of criminal cases, 

averaging 167 days. Workload measures in Anne Arundel County indicate 

the second highest ranking for the number of filings per judge (2,028) 
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and the highest filing-to-disposition time for juvenile cases, 82 days. 

Howard County reported 261 days for the disposition of civil cases, the 

second highest in Fiscal 1985. 

Sixth Circuit 

Within the Sixth Judicial Circuit, Montgomery County was approved 

a thirteenth judge during the 1985 session of the General Assembly 

(Fiscal 1986), and Frederick County a third judge during the previous 

session (Fiscal 1985). Both of these jurisdictions have experienced a 

steady and consistent increase in the number of court filings over the 

last several years.  Montgomery County, for instance, has shown the 

following increases in filings over the past five fiscal years: 

FY 81    FY 82    FY 83    FY 84    FY 85 

10,812   11,088   14,782   15,891   16,933 

Much of this increase is aligned with the greater demand for jury trial 

prayer requests originating from the District Court in the metropolitan 

areas of the State. The following indicates the increase in number of 

those requests in Montgomery County for the past five fiscal years: 

Motor Vehicle Jury 
Trial Prayers 

Criminal Jury 
Trial Prayers 

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 

357 248 812 1,475 1,561 

279 241 411 449 1,070 

636 489 1,223 1,924 2,631 

With respect to other significant workload factors, Montgomery 

County ranks first in the State in attorney/judge ratio (254 to 1), 

second in the number of pending cases per judge (1,681), and fourth in 
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population per judge (50,875 to 1). In the disposition of civil cases, 

the county ranks fourth highest with an average of 223 days. 

Seventh Circuit 

The Seventh Judicial Circuit in Maryland is made up of Calvert, 

Charles, Prince George's, and St. Mary's Counties. Prince George's is 

the largest jurisdiction within the region, having an estimated popula- 

tion of 665,700 (Fiscal 1987 - Table 4) and a total of 21 judicial 

officers (16 authorized circuit court judges and five juvenile and 

equity masters). Over the past two fiscal years. Prince George's County 

has been approved by the General Assembly for the addition of two 

circuit court judges (see Chapter 191 of 1984 Acts and Chapter 21 of 

1985 Acts). 

Table 2 indicates the steady rise in case filings in Prince 

George's County since Fiscal 1978. In Fiscal 1985, the county reported 

29,916 total filings. Like other jurisdictions, the county has also 

realized a significant increase in the number of jury trial requests 

over the past three fiscal years. 

Motor Vehicle Jury 
Trial Prayers 

Criminal Jury 
Trial Prayers 

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 

178 242 669 1,438 1,794 

774 653 914 1,317 2,249 

952 895 1,583 2,755 4,043 

Charles County is the other jurisdiction within the Seventh 

Circuit which has witnessed a steady increase in growth, both in popu- 

lation and caseload. In Fiscal 1987, it is estimated that the county 
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will have a population of 90,100 (Table 4). This is nearly twice as 

many individuals reported in the 1970 census (47,678) and 26,000 more 

than the amount reported in July 1980. In Fiscal 1985, Charles County 

reported 3,195 case filings. 

Because of increases in case filings over the past several years, 

the Seventh Judicial Circuit has shown a consistent pattern of needing 

increased judicial strength. This year, according to forecasts in 

Table 8, the circuit could collectively utilize 2.6 more judges. 

Charles County shows the greatest demand with a need of 1.2 judges, 

followed by 0.7 of a judge in Prince George's County. 

In terms of other workload measures. Prince George's County is the 

third highest in the State in the number of filings per judge (1,994) 

and fourth highest in the number of dispositions per judge (1,673) and 

pending cases per judge (1,563). It also recorded the third longest 

"lapse time" for the disposition of civil cases (246 days), while St. 

Mary's County reported the second longest for the disposition of juve- 

nile matters (81 days). 

Eighth Circuit 

The Circuit Court for Baltimore City, formerly the Supreme Bench 

of Baltimore City, comprises the Eighth Judicial Circuit in Maryland. 

It consists of 23 circuit court judges and 11 full-time juvenile and 

domestic relations masters to handle a workload of over 45,000 case 

filings each year. One District Court judge is assigned to the Circuit 

Court on a rotational basis during the major portion of the year. 

In Fiscal 1985, the Eighth Judicial Circuit reported 47,128 case 

filings. This represents an increase over the number of case filings in 

the previous year by nearly 4,000 additional filings or a 9.0 percent 
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increase in workload. As is true in most of the other metropolitan 

courts in Maryland* the greater percentage of Fiscal 1985 workload 

increases was directly attributable to the higher demand for jury trials 

originating from the District Court. In Baltimore City, this demand 

resulted in approximately 1,820 more defendants making this request in 

Fiscal 1985 or about 44.0 percent more jury trial requests (see dis- 

cussion of these cases, supra p. 7). 

With respect to other workload indicators, Baltimore City ranks 

first in the number of filings per judge (2,049) and in the number of 

pending cases per judge (3,247) and second highest in the attorney/judge 

ratio (178:1). Disposition time appears to be consistent or better than 

other urban courts within the State (see Tables 3 and 6). 
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TABLE 1 

STATEMIOE CIRCUIT COURT FILINGS BY CASE TYPE 

FISCAL YEARS 1976 THROUGH 1985 

Case 
lass. 
Clvll* 

Criminal 

Juvenile 

Total 

FY 76 
Filings 
(t of 

ShssasL 

FY 77 
Filings 
(S of 

Change) 

62,158 
(• 8.41) 

33.744 
(+13.97X) 

25.296 
(+ 7.77X) 

66.026 
(• 6.2X) 

FY 78 
Filings 
(S of 

Change) 

FY 79 
Filings 
(X of 

Change) 

FY 80 
Filings 
(i of 

Change) 

FY 81 , 
Filings' 
(X of 

Change) 

74,720 
(+13.2X) 

43,171    35,729 
{•27.93X) \  (-17.23X) 

23.825 
(- 5.SIX) 

22,472 
(- 5.67X) 

81,064 
(+ 8.5X) 

38,516 
(+ 7.80X) 

23.487 
(• 4.51X) 

86,295 
(+ 6.5X) 

39,007 
(+ 1.27X) 

24,117 
(+ 2.68X) 

75,336 
(-12.7X) 

46,061 
(+18.08X) 

22.961 
(- «.79X) 

FY 82 
Filings' 
(X of 

Change) 

81.633 
(+ 8.4X) 

30,575 . 
(-33.62X)a 

26.481 
(•15.33X) 

121,198    133.022    132,921    143,067    149,419    144 358    138 689 
<• 9.77X)  <• 9.75X)  (- 0.07X)  (• 7:63X)  (• V.A3%)      (- i.lli) (-I'.lTl) 

Beginning In Fiscal 1985, "Law" and "Equity" were combined into one category and naned "Civil." 

Excludes juvenile causes in Montgomery County District Court. 

c0ur1ng Fiscal 1981 and Fiscal 1982. reopened cases were counted when a hearing was held  In all 
cases are recorded at the time of the filing of the petition. 

Beginning in Fiscal 1982. Baltinore City changed its criminal counting procedures from indlvidua 
defined as charges arising out of a single incident. «««»« "rum •naivioua 

FY 83 
Filings 
(X of 

Change) 

91,255 
(+11.8X) 

33,862 
(+10.75X) 

26,518 
(• 0.13X) 

151.635 
(• 6.92X) 

FY 84 
Filings 
(X of 

Change) 

97,674 
(+ 7.0X) 

36,738 
(• 8.4M) 

26,626 
(• 0.40X) 

161,038 
(• 6.20X) 

FY 85 
Filings 
(X of 

Change) 

102,030 
(+ 4.5X) 

42,547 
(+15.8X) 

27,387 
(+ 2.9X) 

171,964 
(• 6.8X) 

other fiscal years, reopened 

1 charges to cases which are 



TABLE 2 

PROJECTIONS OF CIRCUIT COURT FILINGS FOR 
EACH JURISDICTION IN MARYLAND THROUGH 1987 

Actual Proj( 

FY 86 

sctedc 

Circuit/ 
Jurisdiction FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81* FY 82b FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 87 

First Circuit 5,589 5,691 6.128 6,005 5,506 6,198 6,398 6,366 6,449 6,554 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wlconrfco 
Worcester 

1,362 
554 

2.036 
1.637 

1,306 
562 

2,251 
1.572 

1,370 
618 

2,522 
1.618 

1,156 
550 

2,307 
1,992 

1,135 
635 

2,348 
1.388 

1,156 
675 

2,669 
1,698 

1,305 
800 

2,583 
1,710 

1,480 
759 

2,245 
1,882 

1,292 
798 

2,563 
1,796 

1,294 
833 

2.606 
1,821 

Second Circuit 4,220 4.249 4.669 4,436 4,957 5,602 5,369 5.625 5,896 6,119 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot • 

572 
2,030 
464 
623 
531 

549 
1,892 
399 
656 
753 

618 
2,121 
457 
726 
747 

750 
1,975 
414 
735 
562 

678 
2,219 

378 
886 
796 

750 
2,311 

430 
1,054 
1,057 

687 
2.356 

388 
991 
947 

897 
2,484 

372 
939 
933 

864 
2,512 

369 
1,095 
1,056 

903 
2,587 

359 
1,155 
1,115 

Third Circuit 18.020 19.248 19,582 19,642 20,303 22.281 22,931 25.144 25.021 25,938 

Baltimore 
Harford 

14.723 
3,297 

15.648 
3.600 

16.126 
3.456 

15,857 
3,785 

16,348 
3,955 

18,341 
3,940 

18,352 
4,579 

20,176 
4,968 

20.098 
4,923 

20,798 
5,140 

Fourth Circuit 5,120 5,519 6.052 4.980 4,807 5,130 5,378 5.947 5,481 5.506 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

1.873 
645 

2.602 

2,073 
640 

2.806 

2.112 
725 

3.215 

1,650 
706 

2,624 

1,589 
645 

2,573 

1,577 
724 

2,829 

1,544 
701 

3,133 

1,702 
718 

3,527 

1,470 
728 

3,283 

1,404 
737 

3,365 

Fifth Circuit 17.553 17.956 18,399 16,690 17,461 19,906 23,727 26,037 21,520 22,091 

Anne Arundel 
Carrol 1 
Howard 

12.705 
2.044 
2,804 

13.123 
2,221 
2,612 

12.671 
2.612 
3,116 

10,730 
2,451 
3,509 

11.592 
2,377 
3,492 

13,198 
3,190 
3,518 

16,501 
3,434 
3,792 

18,250 
3,543 
4,244 

13.815 
3.399 
4,306 

14,036 
3,545 
4,510 

Sixth Circuit 11,560 11,572 12,653 13,123 13,589 17,139 18,465 19.651 20,345 21,596 

Frederick d 
Montgomery 

2,353 
9,207 

2,472 
9,100 

2,688 
9,965 

2,311 
10,812 

2,501 
11.088 

2,357 
14,782 

2,574 
15,891 

2,718 
16,933 

2,618 
17,727 

2,645 
18,951 

Seventh Circuit 22,496 23,468 25,419 26,469 30,567 32,485 35,561 36,066 36,270 36,600 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

994 
1,876 

18,278 
1.348 

1.013 
2.212 
19.054 
1,189 

1.352 
2,497 

20,152 
1,418 

1,640 
2.724 

20,415 
1,690 

1.294 
2.694 
25,100 
1.479 

1,156 
3,126 

26,551 
1,652 

1.317 
3,010 

29,653 
1,581 

1,467 
3.195 

29.916 
1,488 

1,388 
3,179 
30,169 
1,534 

1.448 
3.213 

30,427 
1,512 

Eighth Circuit 48.363 55,364 56,517 53,013 41,499 42,894 43,209 47,128 47,317 48,285 

Baltimore City 48,363 55,364 56,517 53,013 41,499b 42.894 43,209 47,128 47,317 48,285 

Statewide 132.921 143,067 149,419 144,358 138,689 151.635 161,038 171,964 168,299 172.689 

During Fiscal 1981 and Fiscal 1982, reopened cases were counted when a hearing was held. In all other 
fiscal years, reopened cases are recorded at the time of the filing of the petition. 

bBalt1i»ore City changed its criminal counting procedures from individual charges to cases in July 1981. 
Cases are defined as charges arising out of a single incident. 

cF1scal Years 1986 and 1987 projections are based on a linear regression method of forecasting. 

Excludes juvenile causes heard 1n Montgomery County. 



TABLE 3 

FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TERMINATED 
IN FISCAL 1985, 1984, 1983, and 1982 

Average in Davs - 

All Criminal Cases 

nimo to UisDosUion 

Excluding Cases ( 
360 Davs* 

•nra—rm—TBT— 

)ver 

'82 83 '84 '85 

First Circuit 

OJ u^ 00 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
Ulconlco 
Worcester 

122 
191 
124 
190 

132 
124 
92 
166 

147 
97 
120 
146 

175 
256 
93 
123 

122 
85 
88 
169 

132 
99 
83 
128 

147 
90 
88 
129 

132 
111 
86 
117 

Second Circuit 
127 
168 
149 
189 
129 

150 
205 
130 
225 
146 

135 
168 
161 
186 
131 

144 
166 
170 
125 
152 

119 
147 
140 
154 
117 

142 
173 
121 
149 
118 

128 
143 
161 
131 
114 

CaroHne 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

125 
157 
159 
123 
143 

Third Circuit 
118 
299 

122 
223 

130 
197 

133 
223 

101 
176 

102 
166 

104 
157 

Baltimore 
Harford 

99 
173 

Fourth Circuit 
Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

166 
144 
170 

135 
185 
211 

154 
158 
183 

151 
133 
150 

109 
141 
117 

98 
172 
153 

110 
131 
132 

126 
125 
130 

Fifth Circuit 
Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

158 
186 
148 

153 
215 
124 

159 
224 
150 

163 
208 
168 

138 
153 
134 

137 
161 
107 

138 
160 
125 

144 
167 
131 

Sixth Circuit 
Frederick 
Montgomery 

142 
176 

149 
176 

131 
173 

116 
179 

111 
146 

118 
133 

107 
134 

103 
142 

Seventh Circuit 
calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

145 
145 
188 
145 

146 
166 
171 
116 

112 
194 
142 
105 

100 
162 
114 
142 

107 
110 
151 
123 

123 
134 
131 
112 

101 
83 
120 
105 

96 
152 
104 
135 

Eighth Circuit 
Baltimore City 139 165 148 115 128 131 121 93 

Statewide 155 159 150 135 130 127 121 111 

•This column excludes 
what the average time 

older 
would 

cases 
be el 

to give the reader an indication of 
iminating those cases which perhaps 

.......     .....     .....     . .,.«• wtw    HJ     i.ci niniaicu     tw     wim     -J ua LC     imunnation 
system. Approximately 90 to 95 percent of the cases are disposed 
within this time period. 



TABLE 3 (contd.) 

FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TERMINATED 
IN FISCAL 1985, 1984, 1983, and 1982 

Average in Days - Fil inq to Dispos TUon 

All Civil Cases Excluding Cases 
721 Days* 

Over 

'83 '84 '85 '82 •82 '83 '84 '85 

188 175 417 279 126 105 145 147 
181 106 242 162 74 70 107 107 
180 247 176 180 149 154 139 148 
277 258 274 211 170 183 176 175 

243 213 203 169 143 162 180 143 
235 298 174 193 150 168 143 153 
196 200 168 173 151 163 130 129 
189 177 174 126 155 148 147 88 
305 155 160 216 203 112 124 155 

403 401 326 310 205 237 223 216 
277 272 261 269 190 187 174 182 

884 530 244 443 249 237 164 261 
280 270 243 220 191 191 183 192 
310 256 238 332 199 188 153 179 

First Circuit 
Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

Second Circuit 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

Third Circuit 
Baltimore 
Harford 

Fourth Circuit 
Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

Fifth Circuit   ,,„ 
Anne Arundel 313 347 370 236 202 202 202 173 
Carroll 273 397 260 263 171 163 161 147 
Howard 322 446 390 434 226 233 263 261 

Sixth Circuit 
Frederick 272  216  214  224    174  170  152  169 
Montgomery        327  734  598  622    235  224  217  223 

Seventh Circuit 
Calvert  264-- 285' 216 228 195 180 151 170 
Charles 213 232 216 226 172 197 183 181 
Prince George's 295 354 468 350 220 237 249 246 
St. Mary's 249 192 181 202 198 166 161 178 

Eighth Circuit 
Baldmore CUy     278  253  265  252    187  174  206  187 

Statewide 312  375  364  328  ' 198  204  208  200 

*This column excludes older cases to give the reader an indication of 
what the average time would be eliminating those cases which perhaps 
should have been reported as terminated to the State information 
system. Approximately 90 to 95 percent of the cases are disposed 
within this time period. 



TABLE 3 (contd.) 

FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TERMINATED 
IN FISCAL 1985, 1984, 1983, and 1982 

Average in Bays - FT1 ing to Disposition 

All Juvenile Cases Excluding Cases 0> 

•82 '83 '84 '85 
271 Days* 

'§2 '83 '84 

First Circuit 
Dorchester 41 33 72 37 41 33 37 37 
Somerset 53 60 12 66 20 49 12 26 
Wlcomico 42 31 33 32 34 29 30 32 
Worcester 52 64 71 55 52 52 51 47 

Second Circuit 
Caroline 27 63 117 65 27 45 47 59 
Cecil 35 52 43 71 35 42 42 48 
Kent 47 25 29 73 47 25 29 65 
Queen Anne's 56 30 37 44 53 27 37 40 
Talbot 80 52 106 52 53 48 42 52 

Third Circuit 
Baltimore 152 76 81 54 57 62 61 43 
Harford 64 88 62 78 62 67 53 48 

Fourth Circuit 
Allegany 26 35 30 32 21 27 27 29 
Garrett 55 39 56 32 36 36 31 32 
Washington 39 44 45 36 33 37 40 36 

Fifth Circuit 
Anne Arundel 105 137 107 91 86 87 85 82 
Carroll 68 72 78 78 61 69 68 68 
Howard 74 94 145 82 69 75 102 71 

Sixth Circuit 
Frederick 68 98 81 59 61 65 65 59 
Montgomery 238 129 125 161 84 88 77 92 

Seventh Circuit 
110 97 107 105 80 73 70 Calvert 73 

Charles 76 99 67 116 72 66 62 65 
Prince George's 50 51 61 104 44 46 49 63 
St. Mary's 88 76 65 88 70 66 59 81 

Eiqhth Circuit 
BaUimore City 116 72 78 86 52 58 62 63 

Statewide 112 79 81 90 56 61 61 64 

•This column excludes older cases to g ive the reader an indication of 
what the average time would be e liminating those cases whi ch perhaps 
should have been reported as terminated to the State information 
system. Approximately 90 to 95 percent of the cases are disposed 
within this time period. 



TABLE 4 

MARYLAND POPULATION CHANGE BETWEEN 1970 AW 1980 CENSUS 
AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS THROUGH JULY 1, 1986 

Circuit/ 
Jurisdiction 

Actual Powlitlon 

April 1. 1970     April  1. 1980 

Actu«! 
Annual 
Rate of 
Chanoa 

Population Projactlons 

July 1. 1980'     July 1. 1936* 

Projected 
Annual Rate 
of Change 

First Circuit 127.007                 145,240             1.44 

Dorchester 29.405 
Soaersat 18,924 
Ulcoalco 54,236 
Worcester 24,442 

Second Circuit 131,322 

Carolina 19.781 
Cecil 53,291 
Kant 16.146 
Quean Anna's 18,422 
Talbot 23,682 

Third Circuit 735,787 

SaltlMore 620,409 
Harford 115,378 

Fourth Circuit 209.349 

Allegany 84.044 
Garratt 21.476 
Washington 103.829 

Fifth Circuit 429.442 

Anne Arundel 298,042 
Carrol! 69.006 
Howard 62.394 

Sixth Circuit 607,736 

Frederick 84,927 
Montgomery 522,809 

Seventh Circuit 777,467 

Calvert 20,682 
Charles 47,678 
Prince George's 661,719 
St. Mary's 47,388 

Elfhth Circuit 

Baltlmr* City 905,787                786,775           -1.31 

30,623 
19,188 
64.540 
30.889 

0.41 
0.14 
1.9 
2.64 

151.380 1.53 

23.143 
60.430 
16,695 
25,508 
25.604 

1.7 
1.34 
0.34 
3.85 
0.81 

801.545 0.89 

655.615 
145.930 

0.57 
2.65 

221.132 0.56 

80.548 
27,498 
113.086 

-0.42 
2.34 
0.89 

585,703 3.64 

370,775 
96.356 
118,572 

2.44 
4.0 
9.0 

693,845 1.42 

114,792 
579,053 

3.52 
1.08 

832.355 0.71 

34,638 
72,751 

665,071 
59,895 

6.75 
5.26 
0.05 
2.64 

145,700 

30,650 
19,200 
64,800 
31.050 

151.890 

23,230 
60,610 
16.710 
25.690 
25,650 

803.190 

656,500 
146,690 

220,400 

80.460 
26,620 
113.320 

589,610 

372.590 
97,040 
119,980 

695,460 

115,000 
580,460 

833,740 

34,990 
73,380 

665,160 
60,210 

783,800 

157,100 

31,300 
19,500 
71.100 
35,200 

164,200 

25,400 
64,700 
17,000 
30,400 
26.700 

842,400 

677,400 
165,000 

227,300 

78,500 
29.800 
119,000 

689,800 

418,800 
114,500 
156,500 

751,800 

135.200 
616,600 

868,100 

44,200 
90,100 

665,700 
68,100 

715,800 

1.30 

0.35 
0.26 
1.62 
2.23 

1.35 

1.56 
1.12 
0.29 
3.06 
0.68 

0.81 

0.53 
2.08 

0.52 

(0.41) 
1.99 
0.84 

2.83 

2.07 
3.00 
5.07 

1.35 

2.93 
1.04 

0.69 

4.39 
3.80 
0.01 
2.18 

(1.45) 

STATEWIDE 3,923,897 4,217,975 0.75 4.223,790 4,416,500 0.76 

SOURCES: Maryland Vital Statistics Annual Report. 1980. and Maryland Population Report July 1, 1980 and 
~~""""""  FroJecHons to 19K. Bepartment of Health and Mental Hygiene, canter for Health statistics. 

'The July I, 1980 population estimate was prepared by the Center for Health Statistics by adding to the 
1980 census population (April 1, 1980) l/40th the change between the 1970 and 1980 censuses for each 
political subdivision. The subdivisions were then suMMd to obtain the total state population. 

bChange In population fro« one year to the next is dependent upon two factors — natural increase and 
net Migration. Natural increase is the excess of births over deaths. Net migration is the difference 
between the nwaber of people moving Into an area and the number moving out. For further information, 
see source documents above. 

brackets indicate a negative projected annual rate of change. 



(NwbM* of 
Judoi) 

tint Circuit 

Dorch#«t»r (1) 
SOMTSCt (1) 
Wlcarico (2 
KoreMtw (2) 

S«cond Circuit 

Carolliw (1) 
Ctcll (2) 
Ktnt (1) 
QIMM Armt's (1) 
Ttlbet (1) 

Ttilrd Circuit 

Biltlwr* (13) 
Htrfort (4) 

fourth Circuit 

A11«9any (2) 
G«rfttt (1) 
Washington (3) 

Fifth Circuit 

Ann* Arundtl  (9) 
Carroll (2) 
Howard («) 

Sixth Circuit 

Fredrick ,    (3) 
Wontgomry" {12) 

Stventh Circuit 

Cal*trt (1) 
Charltj (2) 
Prlnc* Gtorgt'i (15) 
St. Nary'j (1) 

Eighth Circuit 

Baltlmr* City (23) 

TABLE 5 

CWMMTIVE UORKLOM HEASUHES PER CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE* 
(Fiscal Ytar 1985) 

 m— 
Flllngt Par 

l,4«0 ( 7) 
759 (22) 

1.123 (14) 
941 (16) 

897 
1.242 
372 

(20) 
(12) 
(2«) 

939 (17) 
933 (18) 

1.552 (6) 
1.242 (11) 

851 (21) 
718 (23] 

1.17S (13) 

2.028 (2) 
1.772 (4) 
1.061 (15) 

906 (19) 
1.411 (10) 

1.467 (8) 
1.598 (5) 
1.994 (3) 
1.448 (9) 

2.049    (1) 

—m— 
Ptntflng Caut 

P*r Judoa 
 (Bankr 

793 (11) 
372 (21) 
439 (18) 
578 (IS) 

424 (20) 
566 (16) 
175 (24) 
330 (22) 
454 (17) 

1,262 
1.617 

(6) 
(3) 

675 (13) 
299 (23) 
611 (14) 

1,427    (5) 
1.216    (7) 

819 (10) 

431  (19) 
1.681    (2) 

850 (8) 
819 (9) 

1.563 (4) 
779 (12) 

3.247    (1) 

—m— 
Dispositions 

1.406 (6) 
68S (23) 

1.088 (13) 
816 (18) 

747 (21) 
1.218 (11) 

402 (24) 
977 (IS) 
807 (19) 

1.347    (8) 
946 (16) 

782 (20) 
698 (22) 

1.105 (12) 

1.760 (2} 
1.678 (3! 
1,032 (14) 

900 (17) 
1.295 (10) 

1.335 (9) 
1.520 (5) 
1,673 (i) 
1,359 (7) 

1.792 (I) 

Population^ 

31,200 (17) 
19.400 (22) 
35.000 (14) 
17.250 (23) 

25.000 (21) 
32.000 (15) 
17.000 (24) 
29,600 (18) 
26,500 (20) 

51.838 (3) 
40.475 (10) 

39.450 (11) 
29.200 (19) 
39.366 (12) 

45.566 (5) 
55,800 (2) 
37.575 (13) 

43,900 
50,875 

(7) 
(4) 

42,600 (9) 
43,600 (8) 
44.373 (6! 
66.300 (1) 

31.617 (16) 

AttOrtHy/Judjt 
»«t1nc 

22 (22) 
13 (24) 
50 (11) 
33 (19) 

22 (23) 
31 (20) 
38 (14) 
35 (16) 
82    (6) 

146    (3) 
54    (9) 

37 (15) 
24 (21) 
35 (17) 

86    (5) 
68    (8) 

134    (4) 

48 (12) 
254    (1) 

40 (13) 
35 (18) 
73 (7) 
50 (10) 

178    (2) 

Stata (107) 1,607 1.621 1,418 40.969 119 

r atithorlztd in Fiscal ^ M?ftr*of_i'!!,V u,,rt 1n ,»w<1oPlB9 th« rankings in this chart Is basco on tht n 1989  (107 StatMIM). 

Population utlMtt for July 1,  1985, 1ssu«1 by tht Maryland Cantar for Htalth Statistics. 

!5t»!!2!y,?tl?Mc1CV)bt,in,d frm th* **rt"<»t«tor of tht Clltnts'  Steurity Trust Fund of tht Bar of Naryland as 
of March 31, 198S.   Out-of-statt attomtys art not includtd in thtst ratios. "wnnana as 

Excludts Juvtnll* casts In Nontgotwry County District Court. 



TABLE 6 

COMPARED RANKING OF VARIOUS FACTORS AFFECTING JUDGESHIP ALLOCATION 

Ranking of 
Predictive Factors 

Ranking of Performance Fac pr's " 
(Inverted Ranking Used" 
to Show Longest Times 

J\mJ           Urn/          frsr 
Civil    Criminal   Juvenll* Filings 

Popu- 
lation 

Pending 
Cases Attorneys 

First Circuit 

Dorchester 
Soawrset 
Wlcoailco 
Worcester 

7 
22 
14 
16 

17 
22 
14 
23 

11 
21 
18 
15 

22 
24 
11 
19 

147 (19) 
107 (23) 
148 (18 
175 (12 

132 (10) 
111 (18) 
86 (29 
117 (17 

37 (18) 
26 (23) 
32 (21) 
47 (15) 

Second Circuit 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

20 
12 
24 
17 
18 

21 
15 
24 
18 
20 

20 
16 
24 
22 
17 

23 
20 
14 
16 
6 

143 (21) 
153 (17) 
129 (22) 
88 (24) 
155 (16) 

125 (15) 
157 (4) 
159 (3) 
123 (16) 
143 (7) 

59 (11) 
48 (13) 
65 (7) 
40 (17) 
52 (12) 

Third Circuit 

Baltiaore 
Harford 

6 
11 

3 
10 

6 
3 

3 
9 

216 
182 

5) 
8) 

99 (21) 
173 (1) 

43 (16 
48 (14 

Fourth Circuit 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

21 
23 
13 

11 
19 
12 

13 
23 
14 

15 
21 
17 

261 
192 
179 

(1) 
(6) 

(10) 

126 
125 
130 

(13) 
(14) 
(12) 

29 (22) 
32 (20) 
36 (19) 

Fifth Circuit 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

2 
4 

15 

5 
2 

13 

5 
7 

10 

5 
8 
4 

173 
147 
261 

(13) 
(20) 
(2) 

144 
167 
131 

(6) 
(2) 

(11) 

82 (15 
68 (55 
71 (4) 

Sixth Circuit 

Frederick 
Montgomery 

19 
10 

7 
4 

19 
2 

12 
1 

169 
223 

(15) 
(4) 

103 
142 

(20) 
(8) 

59 (10) 
N/A 

Seventh Circuit 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

8 
5 
3 
9 

9 
8 
6 
1 

8 
9 
4 
12 

13 
18 
7 
10 

170 
181 
246 
178 

(14) 
(9) 
(3) 

(11) 

96 
152 
104 
135 

(22) 
(5) 

(19) 
(9) 

73 (3) 
65 (6) 
63 (8) 
81 (2) 

Eighth Circuit 

Baltiaore City 1 16 1 2 187 (7) 93 (23) 63 (9) 

aLower number indicates 
factor would indicate a 

greater 
higher i 

need for judgeship. (So, 
mount of volume whereas a 

for exampl« 
number one 

, a number one rankino of a predictive 
ranking of a performance factor would 

indicate a slower ability to handle workload.) 



TABLE 7 

COLLECTIVE RANKING OF JURISDICTIONS 
BY BOTH PREDICTIVE AW) PERFORMANCE FACTORS** 

(FISCAL 1985) 

suwwry of Prtdlctlv* "FactorT 
bv Jurisdiction* 

1. Baltimore City ( 5.75) 

2. Anne Arundel County ( 6.5 ) 

3. Prince George's County ( 7.5 ) 

4. Baltimore County ( 9.0 ) 

5. Carroll County ( 9.0 ) 

6. Montgomery County ( 9.75) 

7. Harford County (14.5 ) 

8. Charles County (14.75) 

9. Calvert County (15.5 ) 

10. St. Mary's County (15.5 ) 

11. Dorchester County (20.5 ) 

12. Howard County (20.5 ) 

13. Washington County (24.0 ) 

14. Cecil County (25.75) 

15. Wicomlco County (25.75) 

16. Frederick County (28.5 ) 

17. Talbot County (28.5 ) 

18. Allegany County (28.75) 

19. Worcester County (30.0 ) 

20. Queen Anne's County (32.25) 

21. Caroline County (36.0 ) 

22. Somerset County (38.5 ) 

23. Garrett County (38.75) 

24. Kent County (39.5 ) 

T ry of Performance Factors 
by Jurisdiction* 

•Collective ranking determined by assign- 
ing a weight of three to filings per 
judge, a weight of one to population 
per judge, a weight of two to pending 
cases per judge, and a weight of one to 
attorney/judge ratio. 

•Collective ranking determined by 
assigning an equal weight (of one) 
to the filing to disposition times 
of criminal, law, equity, and juvenile 
cases. (Inverted ranking to show 
longest times.) 

**Lower number indicates greater need for judgeshlp so, for example, a number one 
ranking of a predictive factor would indicate a higher amount of volume whereas a 
number one ranking of a performance factor would indicate a slower ability to handle 
workload. If a jurisdiction is listed near the top of both lists, then this shows 
that a relatively strong need exists for a judge based on the variables considered. 

1. Howard County ( 5.67) 

2. Montgomery County ( 6.0 ) 

3. Charles County ( 6.67) 

4. Anne Arundel County ( 6.67) 

5. St. Mary's County ( 7.33) 

6. Harford County ( 7.67) 

7. Carroll County ( 9.0 ) 

8. PHnce George's County (10.0 ) 

9. Kent County (10.67) 

10. Cecil County (11.33) 

11. Talbot County (11.67) 

12. Allegany County (12.0 ) 

13. Calvert County (13.0 ) 

14. Baltimore City (13.0 ) 

15. Garrett County (13.33) 

16. Washington County (13.67) 

17. Baltimore County (14.0 ) 

18. Worcester County (14.67) 

19. Frederick County (15.0 ) 

20. Caroline County (15.67) 

21. Dorchester County (15.67) 

22. Queen Anne's County (19.0 ) 

23. Wicomlco County (21.0 ) 

24. Somerset County (21.33) 



TABLE 8 

PROJECTED NUMBER OF JUDGES NEEDED IN CIRCUIT COURTS 

Ppojtcttd 
F111MS 

19871 

No. of Masters 
No. of and Judgts     b 
Judges       Crati-<tes1qn«ttd 

Adjusted      Average Projected        Judicial 
Nuetoer        No. of Filings Per      Officers 

Judicial        Judicial Officer by 
Officers  1987 Standard1- 

Addtl. 
Judges,, 
Needed0 

First Circuit 
Doreiweter 
Somerset 
Mlcovlco 
Worcester 
Circuit Totet 

Second Circuit 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 
Circuit Total 

Third Circuit 
Baitimr* 
Harford 
Circuit Tout 

Fourth Circuit 
Aiiegany 
Garrett 
Washington 
Circuit Total 

Fifth Circuit 
Anne Amnoel 
Carroll 
Howard 
Circuit Total 

Sixth Circuit 
FredeHck 
HontgoMery 
Circuit Total 

Seventh Circuit 
Calveri 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 
Circuit Total 

Elohth Circuit 

1.29* 
833 

2.606 
1,821 
6,554 

903 
2,587 

359 
1.155 
1.115 
6.119 

20,798 
5,155 

25,953 

1,404 
737 

3,365 
5.5U6 

14,036 
3,545 
4,510 

22,091 

2,645 
19,101 
21,746 

1.448 
3,213 

30,427 
1.512 

36.600 

ohth Circuit 
ILltWt City «.285 

13 
4 

17 

9 
2 
4 

15 

3 
13 
16 

1 
I 

16 
1 

20 

23 

0 
0.2 
0 
0 
0 
0.2 

2.5 
0.6 
3.1 

2.0 
0.6 
1.0 
3.6 

0 
0 
5.0 
0.2 
5.2 

11.7 

1.0 
1.0 
2.0 
2.0 
6.0 

1.0 
2.2 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
6.2 

15.5 
4.6 

20.1 

2.0 
1.0 
3.0 
6.0 

11.0 
2.6 
5.0 

18.6 

3.0 
17.0 
20.0 

1.0 
2.0 

21.0 
1.2 

25.2 

34.7 

1,294 
833 

1,303 
911 

1,092 

903 
1.176 

359 
1,155 
1.115 

987 

1.341 
1.120 
1.291 

702 
737 

1,122 
918 

1,276 
1.363 
902 

1,389 

882 
1,123 
1,087 

1.148 
1,607 
1,448 
1,^60 
1,452 

1,391 

1.3 
0.8 
2.6 
1.8 
6.5 

0.9 
2.6 
0.4 
1.2 
1.1 
6.2 

15.9 
4.7 

20.6 

1.4 
0.7 
3.4 
5.5 

11.6 
3.5 
4.1 

19.2 

2.6 
14.7 
17.3 

1.4 
3.2 

21.7 
1.5 

27.a 

34.5 

0.3 
(0.2) 
0.6 

(0.2) 
0.S 

(0.1) 
0.4 

(0.6) 
0.2 
0.1 
0.0 

0.4 
0.1 
0.5 

(0.6) 
(0.3) 
0.4 

(0.5) 

0.6 
0.9 

(0.9) 
0.6 

(0.4) 
(2.3) 
(2.7) 

0.-4 
1.2 
0.7 
0.3 
2.6 

(0.2) 

«B-*h u.^nm aim Montaawrv Counties have no Orphans' Court and disposition of these matters is Handled directly by 
^t^Tz^lS^tSS^^r^^m -re added to Harford County's projection and 150 heanngs to 
Montgawry County's projection for Fiscal 1987. 

^.r.-rs^r.,??^ <^^:\ % rsur,s»? .-.A s-yrs ST.-S.SS 
officers; 1400 filings - 20 or mr% Judicial officers. 
dA need for additional Judgeships Is snexn by a number without parentheses, -nere.s. a surplus In judgeshlps Is sho-n 
by a nuaber J_n parentheses. 



RICHARD  M. POLLITT 

CMier JUOOC 

p. o. aox aoe 

Exhibit B-l 

(Elje Circuit Court for Wleamxca County 

FIRST JUDICIAi. CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

SALISBURY,  MARYLAND 21801 

TELCPMONC  OOII 7*1-3833 

November 14, 1985 

James H. Norris, Jr., Esq. 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Courts of Appeal Building 
P.O. Box 43! 
Annapolis, MD  2 1404 

Dear Jim: 

I have reviewed the statistical needs analysis for additional circuit 
court judges in Fiscal 1987.  I agree with the analysis that Wicomico County 
is on the verge of needing an additional judge in the near future.  As you 
know, two of the more important considerations in any decision are the 
availability of physical facilities and local fiscal support.  Unfortunately 
the Wicomico County Council has not seen fit to recognize the urgency of  ' ' 
our needs and I have very little hope of anv action by that body in the 
near future to even provide adequate facilities for the existing judges 
much less accommodations for an additional judge.  The latest capital 
improvement program for the county shows an item entitled "courthouse 
renovation" in fiscal J989.  By that time I expect I will either drown from 
leaking plumbing, roast or freeze from the lack of proper heat, or be eaten 
alive by cockroaches.  I am seriously considering a petition for a writ 
of mandamus to explain to the Council the distinction between things they 
are required to provide by the-Cons:itution of Maryland and the laws of 
this State, and things they are allowed to provide by the laws of the 
State.  In short, I cannot ask for an additional judge at this time 
because we have no physical facilities for one. 

On a brighter note, I am happy to see that our "performance factors" 
are among the best in the State.  In the time between filing and disposition 
of cases in fiscal 1985, Wicomico County ranked first in criminal cases, 
tied for first in juvenile cases, and fifth in civil cases.  This is due 
in large measure to the dedicated service of an extremely efficient Assignment 
Commissioner.  The other Counties in the First Circuit also enjoy relatively 
good standings in performance factors as compared with predictive factors. 
We have been able to accomplish this through the use of extensive intra- 
circuit assignments and the excellent cooperation of the judges of the 



James H. Morris, Jr., Esq. 
November 14, 1985 
Page Two 

District Court, with whom we are all cross-designated.  Although Dorchester 
County is rapidly approaching a caseload exceeding that which can be 
properly handled by a single judge, we think we can hold out a while 
longer. 

In summary, we shall not be asking for an additional judge in fiscal 
1987. 

With best personal regards. 

Sinceretyr, 

i ' 
Richard M. Pollitt 
Administrative Judge 

RMPrkad 

cc:  Honorable Robert C. Murphy, Chief Judge 
Members of the Wicomico County Council 



Exhibit B-2 

Up £etmtfc ahsMcml Olttrmt rf Jbr^lmth 
CIRCUIT COURT  FOR   KCNT COUNTY 

HCOMOC B. MAS IN. JH. 
CHicr JUOOC 

CIRCUIT AOMtNllTRATIVC  JUOOC COUWT Houac 
C«e*Tt«TOW«<. MA»»L»NO  tl«xo 

30l-7T»-*«00/-*••» 

November 7, 1985 

James H. Norris, Jr., Esquire 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Courts of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Post Office Box 431 
Annapolis 
Maryland 
21404 

Dear Jim: 

Reference is made to your memorandum of N'ovember 4, 1985, reauestins 
a response to the needs for new judgeships in the Second Judicial Circuit!  ' 

<n „• -.  *" ^ Administrative office and Chief Judge Murphy have been advised 
in previous years, the Second Judicial Circuit is not in need of additional 
judges at this time.  As has been suggested in the past, at some point Cecil 
County's needs vill have to be addressed.  The other four counties of the Cir- 
cuit provide some assistance to Cecil County.  However, it nust be kept in 

"^i^i  ?aSt0n iS aPProximately seventy miles from Elkton and Denton is lust 
slightly closer  Therefore, it is not realistic to expect judges from the 
lower portion of the Circuit to give too much coverage to Cecil County. 

With kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
ST 

George Hi. Rasin, Jr. 
Judge 

GBR./pab 

cc: The Honorable Robert C. Murphy, Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals of Maryland 



Exhibit B-3 

FWANK E. ClCONl 

AOMINlSTNATIVB JUOSI 

tEhe Ctrcuii (Eoiirt fur Baltimore (Uuitniy 

THIRD JUOICl*!.   CIRCIMT OF   M»RV;*NO 

December 2,  1985 COUNTY COUHTS iUILOlNC 

TOWSOH. MAHYLAND 2 (204 

130 U 4V4-2900 

Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge 

401 Bosley Avenue Fiscal 1987  
Towson, Maryland 21204 

Dear Judge Murphy: 

By letter of November 4, 1985, James H. Norris, Jr., 
Esquire, State Court Administrator, has advised of your 
solicitation of comment concerning his statistical analysis 
reflecting the need for judgeships across the State, and more 
particularly, within the two counties which comprise the Third 
Judicial Circuit, i.e., Baltimore and Harford. 

Let me offer my conclusions first as briefly and 
directly as possible and then discuss the situation with you. 
I am not requesting an expansion of our judicial personnel 
during Fiscal 1987. 

The fact that I have the luxury of being ab 
this position can be attributed to our dedicated 
working Bench, coupled with our highly developed 
system and our extremely successful "settlement c 
program.  Consequently, despite the onslaught of 
work, we anticipate being able to survive for the 
and to continue to dispose of cases with reasonab 

le to take 
and hard- 
assignment 
onference" 
judicial 
time being 

le dispatch, 

In that regard, I would invite attention to the 
Statistical Analysis which reveals that the Baltimore County 
Court is disposing of its cases within a reasonable time.  In 
Fiscal 1985 criminal cases were tried within 90 days of filing; 
civil cases within 261 days; and juvenile cases within 43 days. 



Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
page two 

By this menorandum, I want to go on record, however, to say 
that I aa thoroughly convinced, and my thinking is supported by 
the data, that in the not too distant future it will be mandatory 
to request an increase in our judiciary. As the report indicates, 
we are being slowly inundated. 

The statistics indicate the need of an 0.5 percent 
increase in judicial personnel in the Third Circuit; 0.4 percent 
in Baltimore County and 0.1 percent in Harford County. Baltimore 
County's caseload climbed from 18,352 in Fiscal 1984 to 20,176 
in Fiscal 1985, an increase of 9.9 percent, while in Harford 
County the increase of filings was approximately 8.4 percent. 
The analysis anticipates that these two courts will report as 
many as 25,938 filings in Fiscal 1987. We also must tkke into 
consideration the population increase in Baltimore County and 
Harford County. 

I would be remiss if I failed to remind you of the myriad 
of asbestos cases pending in our court, and the almost epidemic 
increase of District Court cases which we are and have been 
trying. 

In conclusion, permit me to reiterate, as the Circuit 
Administrative Judge, I am not presently asking for an additional 
judgeship in the Third Judicial Circuit for Fiscal 1987, but 
I anticipate it will be mandatory for me to do so in Fiscal 1988. 

Very^fejuly y^eiars 

rank E. tficone 

FECtems 

cc: James H. Norris, Jr.^>£squire 
State Court Administrator 



FRED C WRIGHT HI 
ASSOCIATE JUDGE 

FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
OF MARYLAND 

Exhibit B-4 

COURT HOUSE 
HACERSTOWN, MD. 21740 

TELEPHONE (301) 791-3IU 

November 5, 1985 

Mr. James H. Norris, Jr. 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Courts of Appeal Bldg. 
Annapolis, MD  21401 

R£:  Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships 
in the Circuit Courts - 1986 Session (Fiscal 1987) 

Dear Mr. Norris: 

There is no need for additional Circuit Court judges in the 
Fourth Judicial Circuit within the near future. 

Very truly yours, 

""      Fred C. Wright, III 
Administrative Judge 

FCW/ech 



Exhibit 8-5 

RiWMOND C.TH1EME. 1%. 
Cmeurr ADMwuinAnvi JUDGE 

STATE OF MAJUTLAND 

FIFTH IUDJCIAL CIRCUIT 
ANWE AauNDiL COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

ANNAPOUS 

21401 

December 18, 1985 TELEPHONE iaoil 224-1290 

The Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals of Maryland 
Courts of Appeal Building 
Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re:  Carroll County Judgeship 

Dear Bob: 

I support Carroll County's request for an ad- 
ditional judgeship and ask that appropriate legislation 
be introduced to achieve this goal. 

I am informed that you have already received 
the recommendation of the Carroll County Bar Association 
supporting the additional judgeship.  Judge Gilmore has 
advised me that the County Commissioners appropriated 
sufficient funds for a permanent courtroom.  The ad- 
ditional third courtroom is only a temporary measure. 

Sincerely, 

Rafra6nd G.   Thieme 

RGT:pjr 

cc:     The Honorable  Donald J.   Gilmore 

Note;    Judge Gilmore advised that the County Commissioners aporonriated 
$25,000 for planning a  permanent third courtroom. 



Exhibit E-5  (contd.) 

THE BAR ASSOCIATION OF CARROLL COUNTY 

WESTMINSTER, MARYLAND 

December 5, 1985 

Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals 
Courts of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Judge Murphy: 

I enclose herewith for your consideration a recent 
resolution passed by the Bar Association of Carroll County 
regarding the need for a third circuit level judgeship in 
Carroll County. 

Your consideration of the Bar Association's position on 
this matter is greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours 

:les M. Preston, President 
Carroll County Bar Association 

cc:  Honorable Donald J. Gilmore 

Enc. 



THE BAR ASSOCIATION OF CARROLL COUNTY 

WESTMINSTER. MARYLAND 

RESOLUTION 

I, Robert H. Lennon, undersigned. Secretary of the Bar 

Association of Carroll County, do hereby certify and attest 

that the following is a true and correct copy of the resolu- 

tion unanimously passed by the general membership of the Bar 

Association of Carroll County at its regular quarterly meeting 

on December 2,   1985, at the Courthouse Annex at Westminster, 

Maryland: 

"WHEREAS, timely written notice was given to the member- 

ship advising that the question of a third circuit judgeship 

would be addressed at the December 2,   1985, meeting, and 

"WHEREAS, after some discussion, it was moved and seconded 

that the following be resolved, and vote being unanimous, 

"NOW THEREFORE, be it RESOLVED, that the Bar Association 

of Carroll County favors the creation of a third circuit 

court level judgeship in Carroll County. ' 

ATT: :st 

i 
ROBERT H. LENNON, Secretary 
Bar Association of Carroll County 



Exhibit B-6 

SIXTH  JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
OF  MARYLAND 

R.OCKVILLE. MARYIAND 20850 

DAVID  L. CAHOON 
CHIEF JUDCS 

December 6,   1985 (301) 251-7218 

Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals of Maryland 
County Courts Building 
401 Bosley Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

RE:  Sixth Circuit Additional 
Judgeship Needs 

Dear Judge Murphy: 

'+i~    i • J  response to your solicitation of need for addi- 
tional judge requests for the 1986 Session (Fiscal 1987) I 
ff^reVlerd thf Statistical Needs Analysis and related 
IfSSrr-   •^ClUue t5at no reciuest should be made for the Sixth Circuit in that Session. 

of an aHHJ?,J
ried*riCk Coui}ty we a•  in the first full year 

of an additional judge position and, while filings are 
persistently increasing, neither the predictive Zx  performance 
factors suggest a need. p  ^xawnce 

««,«. e   •   ln  Moi}tSom^y County our currently authorized compli- 
ment of judges is unfilled through a delay in the appointment 
process.  Under those circumstances I am persuaded that it 
would be a futile waste of time and energy to attempt to 
convince the General Assembly of any additional need. 

„,-• • ' i  I
J
do.w^t t0 not:e for you ^t °ur filings, both 

criminal and civil, continue to accelerate.  We retain a high 
ranking of need in both predictive and performance factors. 
The latest population count for this county shows a growth 
rate substantially greater during the 1980s than occSrred 
during the 1970s.  I am advised that it is significantly hieher 
than any other urban or suburban area of the ftate  Thus 
n•LS!^de?Ce ^ d?ferr1

i.nS a request may impair our continued 
progress m reducing litigation delay. 

'V / 
DLC:e 

Sincerely, 

•'• ^-/^• 

David L. Cahoon 
Circuit and Administrative Judge 



Exhibit B-7 

fbt'tttttfy Itt^iml aftrmit of fi^isnb 
COURT WOUSE 

UPPEB MARLBORO. MARYLAND  20772 
EUNCST A. LOVELESS. JH. 

CHICF JOOOC 
ClttCOIT AOMINISTKATIVC JUDOC ^30t)   952-*093 

December 6,   1985 

Mr. James H. Norris, Jr. 
State Court Administrator 
Courts of Appeal Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Jim: 

laoe ^f6"•36 is ma<ie to your memorandum dated November 4, 
1985 and the Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships 
xn the Circuit Court - 1986 Session (Fiscal 1987)". 

After reviewing the Statistical Analysis attachment to the 
above mentioned memorandum showing a need for 2.6 judges, and after 
consultation with other judicial members of the Circuit, we concur 
in principle that the need for additional judges exists in the 
Seventh Circuit.  However, our survey of the Seventh Judicial 
Circuit shows the following: 

In Calvert County, Judge Bowen feels there is no need for 
an additional ^udge at this time in FY-87. 

_   In St. Mary's County. Judge Mattingly feels there is no need 
for an additional judge at this time in FY-87.  However, he does 
feel that assistance from other judges, at least four or five days 
a month is appropriate. 

• In Charles County, Judge Bowling agrees that there is a great 
need for an additional judge which you have already identified in 
your analysis this year as well as the past two years.  Judge Bowling 
reports that space is available and the County Government and Bar 
Association are receptive to the appointment of an additional judge. 

We note that your report recognizes that Charles County will 
have a population increase to 90,100 in FY-87.  However, our local 
Court Administrator feels that the population projections for Charles 
County are open to argument because not enough emphasis has been 
placed upon the future growth projections of St. Charles City.  In 
addition, a new 1.1 million square foot regional shopping mall in 



Janes H. Norris, Jr. 
December 6, 1985 
Page No. 2 

St. Charles will have five major department stores and 120 smaller 
stores.  This then will not only further increase the population but 
will bring hundreds of thousands of shoppers and its problems, which  * 
will ultimately affect case filings, (see attachment) i 

Presently, I believe that the appointment of one additional \: 

judge to Charles County will take care of their immediate need which r 
you have already identified and which we have elaborated on. | 

In Prince George's County, Judge McCullough believes there is a  I 
consistent pattern of needing increased judicial strength.  However, 
he is willing to forgo a request for FY-87 so a closer examination 
can be made of the success of our new case management system through 
the Court's newly acquired Assignment Office. 

Finally, given the totality of our needs within the Seventh 
Judicial Circuit, we formally request one additional Judge for        ; 
Charles County. > 

Should you have any questions regarding this, I would be 3 

pleased to hear from you. 

On a more personal note, I wish you and your staff a happy 
holiday season. 

Sincerely, 

rnest A. LoVeless, Jr. 

EAL/jt 

Attachment 

cc:  Judge Bowen 
Judge McCullough 
Judge Mattingly ; 
Judge Bowling 
Robert W. McCarthy, Jr. * 

\\ 

i 
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Mall 
deal 
final 

By Kevin Coaron 
Staff Reporter 

WALDORF -The final papers 
for the 1.1 million square-foot re- 
gional mall in St. Charles were 
signed last Tuesday, after a month 
of negotiations between St 
Charles Associates and the mall 
developer. Melvin Simon & Co 

Charles Stuart, president of 
SCA, said in a phone interview 
Monday, 'We're very gratified 
with the presence of Melvin Simon 
in Charles County. We just think 
it's very exciting news." 

Officials of Simon & Co did not 
return phone calls placed Monday 
and Tuesday. 

Sources in the past have said 
that once the papers were com- 
pleted, Simon & Co. would start 
work immediately on a separate 
400,000 square-foot community 
shopping cento- in Weatlake ViJ- l 

lage. 
The shopping center, to be 

anchored by a Bradleea depart- 
ment store, is expected to be open   i 
by October 19M. 

Simon reportedly has commit- 
ments from four major depart- 
ment stores for the enclosed 
regional mall: Hecht's, Montgom- 
ery Ward, J.C. Penney and Sears 
Roebuck & Co. A fifth store is to be 
added later. Plans also include 
building 120 smaller stores. 

Construction on the mall is ex- 
pected to start next spring with an 
opening date by fall of 1987. 

The mall, with an estimated 
construction cost of $125 million, 
will be built on 125 acres in St. 
Charles that fronts US 301 be- 
tween Smatlwood and St Pat- 
rick's drives. 
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JOSCPH  H. M. KAPLAN 

AoMtNisTRATive JUDGE 

fax' 

in NOBTH CALVERT STREET 
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21202 

December 3,   1985 396-5080 
City OMf TTv 396-4930 

Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals of Maryland 
County Courts Building 
401 Bos ley Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Dear Bob: 

I have carefully studied the statistics distributed 
by Jim Norns relating to the need for new circuit court 
judgeships.  While the productivity figures for Baltimore 
City appear accurate, I am concerned that any conclusion 
drawn therefrom may not wholly reflect our needs.  For 
example, the data indicates that we are slightly overstaffed 
by 0.2 of a judge.  This is despite the fact that Baltimore 
has the greatest number of filings per judge (2,049) and 
the largest number of pending cases per judge (3,247). 

Ironically, our statistical overstaffing aeeras to 
result from our own high productivity.  Despite our heavy 
caseload, Baltimore ranks first in ability to terminate 
cases as measured by the average time between filing and 
disposition.  It appears that productivity has moved Baltimore 
down the statistical ladder of those seeking additional 
judges. 

More importantly, I am concerned that a mathematical 
formula, such as the one that has been used to determine 
resource allocation, cannot, by its own terms, take into 
consideration the fact that the heroic measures which 
you and we have taken to avert disaster cannot continue 
indefinitely.  Your kindness in supplying various outside 
judicial resources, though invaluable and much appreciated, 
is only a temporary palliative for our persistent and 
burgeoning caseload problem. 



Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
December 3, 1985 
page 2 

It is planned that in the near future additional 
courtroom and chambers space will be available in Courthouse 
East.  To obtain at least one additional judge on a permanent 
basis would be of real assistance to us. 

SincjMely yours, 

Jo^ph H. H. Kaplan 
A/imiTiistrative Judge 

JHHK/kah 
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ROMftT F. SWtENCY 
CMMJM** 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

December 19, 1995 

Cowti tf AOPMI Building 
*nn^o»l», Maiytand 21401 

**i*: 2M-2412 

The Honorable Robert c. Murphy 
Chief Judge, Court of Appeals of Maryland 
County Courts Building, Fifth Floor 
401 Bosley Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

Dear Judge Murphy: 

mv vJwc3^0^^6 Witi £OUr re<*uest' I am herewith submitting 
my views as to the need for newly created judqeships for the 
District Court for the Fiscal Year beginning jlly  1,   1986 

»n*  J!aSed 0n ?y c?nversations with our administrative judges, 
ou? ?L0^Jr ratl0n 0J  J"*^^** and judicial workloadl through- 
out the state, I am satisfied that there is a pressing need for 
i MCS?I«XO!!i.?Vniy ?ne additional Judgeship, in Montgomery County. 
LSM ISHsat"fled.that we "y be approaching the point in Charles 
County and m Wicomico County where serious thought must be given 
to new ^udgeships, but I believe that we can saflly wait for it 
least another year before requesting assistance in those latter 

in Montgomery County our situation can best be described as 
acute.  The following brief statistical analysis, I believe, ad- 
equately addresses our situation in that county,  in Fiscal Year 
1981 our total caseload in motor vehicle, criminal, and civil 
cases in Montgomery was 153,000 cases - of which 32,000 cases were 
actually tried by the seven judges who sat in the adult courts 
^SCAAJ 

county-  In the fiscal year just concluded, there were 
196,000 cases, of which 40,000 cases were actually tried by our 
present complement of the eight judges in our adult courts 



The Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Page Two 
December 19, 1985 

The major part of this increase in filings has occurred in 
the motor vehicle area, there having been 100,708 motor vehicle-' 
citations filed in the court in Fiscal Year 1981 and 133,066 such 
cases filed in Fiscal Year 1985.  Most troublesome to me is the 
fact that these motor vehicle statistics include almost a 100% 
increase in driving-while-intoxicated cases.  We have kept a 
separate category of statistics of these cases for only the past 
four years, but in that short time span the number of driving-while- 
intoxica.ted cases in Montgomery County has increased from 3,071 in 
EY 1982 to 5,364 in fiscal 1985.  These cases, as you well know, 
are among the most difficult and time consuming of all cases within 
our jurisdiction, and the burdens on the court arising from this 
staggering increase in DWI cases are much more difficult than would 
be a similar increase in any other type of case within our juris- 
diction. 

In the civil area, total filings in fiscal 1981 were 40,853, 
and in the ensuing years that number has increased by almost 30%, 
to a total of 53,321 for fiscal 1985. 

In the criminal area there has been a slight decline in cases 
filed - 11,717 having been filed in fiscal 1981 and 9,519 filings 
in fiscal 1985.  This decrease, however, is in no way sufficient 
to offset the far larger increase in our motor vehicle, driving- 
while-intoxicated, and civil filings. 

As I have previously advised you, I have long had concerns 
about the elapsed time from infraction to trial for routine motor 
vehicle cases in Montgomery County.  We have concentrated our efforts 
on attempting to schedule the DWI cases for trial promptly, but 
the inevitable and unfortunate result has been a substantial backlog 
in scheduling the nonjailable cases for trial.  In some instances 
a full year elapses before a speeding ticket appears on our docket 
for the first time. 

Since June 1 of this year, we have assigned judges from other 
districts to Montgomery County on almost a permanent basis, in 
a concentrated effort to eat into the backlog.  Unfortunately, 
although these assignments have slightly reduced the waiting time 
for trial, they have not made a substantial impact.  Additionally, 
the assignment of those judges, who have come primarily from 
Baltimore City and Prince George's County, threatens to impede 
our efforts to remain current with our dockets in those jurisdic- 
tions. 



The Honorable Robert C. 
Page Three 
December 19, 1985 

Murphy 

You will recall that in 1983 we added a District Court i„rf„. 

ioa^n^r^o L^re^"- >«*l~ -» ^.^ -e^se- 

workiia^o  tKUfhJ?U.that  th€   jUd9es  in Montgomery County are 
?or i2-S?.    Ltb?olute maximum of  their capabilities  and endurance 
For example,  our bench time  figures   for the month of October    th» 

•t.!E5t
8:SiiaSU\rWal that the 3udges02at !' oSrlethesS: 

dav Jj?f ?! i?LCOUrtS an avera(Te of 5 hours and 12 minutes per 
sarC cl^Lrl JS •^ 0n,the bench' and is ^elusive of neces- 
4 hour-^S  w \  The  :|UdgeS  at our Fi^stfield  location averaged 
chS«  tLi      i[;«eSKPer,day 0n the bench'   a^in'   exclusive of9 

cr^S  from Zkn+l t       be^h  time   fi*ures  c°ntinue  to  show an  in- 
an !vl•2  -    Jth-t°:month-     As  you will readily understand,  with 
on the blnoh    h aS  ?hXS'   a  6"hour'   7-hour'   or eien  8-hour diy  spent 
dSr!??^ S«     XS ^Kl0n9er extra°^inary.     Court days of such extreme 
duration do more  than  tax  the  endurance  of  the  judge;   they constitute 
anfcour? i^iti0n 0n  ^V^i.en..   the  Bar,   loTck tf?iclrS 

Tot ^hat's^l^ngth ITt^e.^^   0bvi0US^'   -st  be   *» ««»" 

a«   •   FOf^i1 of
J
t^e  above  reasons,   I  am persuaded  that  there  is 

iSda^hf^-n  t    .imPerative  need  for  the creation of  an  additional 
Dudgeshipm Montgomery County,   and  I  ask  that  you  so  certify  to 
the  President of the  Senate  and  the  Speaker of  the  House  of Delegates. 

Thank you  for your consideration of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 

'.-^ 
Robert F. Sweeney 

RFS:bja 

P. S.  All pertinent statistical data is attached hereto, 

be:  Hon. Thomas A. Lohm w/encs. 
James H. Norris, Jr. w/encs. 
Margaret Kostritsky w/encs. 
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TABLE DC-2 

F1VEYEA1 COMPAKATIVE TAMJE 
MOTOi VEHKLE AND CRIMINAL CASES PIOCESSED 

AND dVE. CASES FILED IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

FISCAL 1M1-FISCAL 1965 

ina-u** 1881-82 1M1-M 1983-84 1984-88* 

rasrwcTi 
BitttaBoraQty 282.3S2 293.947 317.645 317.274 330.841 

Dtsnacrz 
DordMSWr 
SODMM< 
Wiconuoo 
VMWC8MV 

8.006 
6.347 

22.289 
18.380 

6.816 
6.623 

21.562 
14.959 

6.653 
6.381 

24.590 
16.528 

8.324 
6.114 

25.122 
16.716 

9.257 
6.026 

25.060 
16.790 

DISTRICT 3 
Caratiat 
C*eil 
Kant 
Qviaan Aoot'i 
lUbot 

4.763 
28.716 

3.860 
7.162 
7.993 

4.663 
25.115 
4.450 
8.022 
7.796 

4.353 
30.882 
4.089 
9.097 
8.976 

5.298 
28.143 
4046 
8.145 
3.171 

9.053 
33.197 

4.938 
7.667 
9.988 

DISTMCT4 
Calwrt 
CharlM 
St. Mary » 

7.631 
13.724 
9.303 

8 340 
14.475 
10.020 

10.452 
13.986 
9.974 

10.339 
17.782 
8.675 

9.438 
16.406 
11.251 

DISTRICTS 
Pnnce Oaorga's 250.362 :48.058 279.523 :60.429 246.377 

DISTRICT 8 
Montgomsry 153.278 169.797 178.752 174.031 195.906 

DISTRICT 7 
Anna Animiai 76.466 :9.610 77 230 87 925 97 685 

DISTRICTS 
Baltimor* 215.654 190.002 194.513 203 471 226.227 

DISTRICT 9 
Harterd 34.338 34.199 37.735 J8 Zii J8.954 

DISTRICT 10 
Carroll 
Howanl 

12.588 
39.332 

12.ir. 
44.572 

15.215 
48.645 

14 542 
46.960 

18.387 
46.120 

DISTRICT 11 
Fradaricfc 30.428 

26.558 
30.248 
26.776 

32.432 
27.473 

J3.508 
26.695 

36787 
29.181 

DISTRICT 12 
Allagaar 
Carratl 

13.225 
5.087 

14.022 
4.935 

13.998 
5568 

13 440 
6219 

14.027 
8.086 

STATE 1.275.800 1.281.128 1.374.690 1 369606 ! 447 449 

' Criminal figure* an not available for the months of lulv and August 1980 for all lunschcnons and for Baltimore 
City for Saptanbar 1980 a* well. Above statistics have been adjusted bv District Court personnel to reflect com- 
parable aonuai totala. 

hThaaa figura haw been adjusted and are not consistent with previous 1980-81 figures. 
c The civil rulee changat effective luly 1. 1984 resulted in the change tn the method of compiling the number to 

ba included at "other filings.' beginning with FV 1985. The attachments before ludgment. confessed lucigments. 
and replevin action* are reported as other filings   However, supplementary proceedings are no longer included 
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TABLE DC-5 

FIVE-YEAR COMPAJIATIVE TABLE 
MOTOK VEHICLE CASK 

PROCESSED BY THE DISTRICT COUKT 

FISCAL 1981-FISCAL 1985 

1M0~M* 1M1-U 1M3-S1 1M3-M 1M4-W 

oisrwcr i 
Baltiman City 61.164 130.931 71.395 61.421 65.938 

DISTRICT 2 
DorchMttr 
SmninM 
Wicoauco 
WtorcwtM 

4.863 
4.715 

16.453 
14.854 

3.790 
5.298 

15.796 
11.217 

3.804 
5.198 

18.000 
13.205 

5.748 
3.011 

18.990 
13.028 

6.387 
4.804 

17.490 
12.388 

DISTRICTS 
Carotiiu 
Cecil 
Kant 
Quaan Annas 
Talbot 

3.204 
23.330 

2.651 
5.r94 
6.317 

2.994 
21.316 

3.062 
6.509 
6.065 

2.728 
27.099 

2.415 
7.193 
7.070 

3.779 
23.998 

2.869 
6.438 
6.632 

7.449 
28.859 

3.294 
5.019 
a. 236 

DISTRICT 4 
Calvert 
ChariM 
St. Mary J 

5.662 
9.397 
6 1J9 

6.103 
9 395 
6.780 

7746 
9.841 
7.763 

7.929 
13.251 
6.499 

7.110 
11.668 
8.673 

DISTRICT 5 
Pnnce Ceorge s 111.562 105.947 134.660 114 :s8 104.587 

DISTRICT 6 
Montgomery 100.708 110.053 ',25,096 1 1 5 080 133.066 

DISTRICT 7 
Anna Arundal 41.023 43939 40.J14 49.394 55.735 

DISTRICT 8 
Baltimore 130.657 98.615 102.715 106.617 130.1 1J 

DISTRICT 9 
Harfortt 23.964 22.972 27 304 26.631 27 92! 

DISTRICT 10 
Carroll 
Howard 

8.214    . 
29.252 

7.538 
33.518 

8.864 
40.034 

9 958 
35.348 

13.789 
J2.949 

Disnacr n 
Ftwtonck 
Wubinfton 

23.763 
16.205 

22.875 
16.557 

25.942 
20.434 

26.550 
19364 

29.229 
21 374 

DISTRICT 12 
Ailegany 
Carratt 

6 984 
3.-12 

9.874 
3383 

10.666 
4.217 

9.960 
4.807 

10 "36 
6.718 

STATE 664.587 636.427 725861b 693.570 734.512 

a These figures have been adjusted and are not consistent 
15 2.136 paid cases an included in the total cases disposed 

Counuaa: 727 paid case* from FredenclL and Washington 

with previous 1980-81 figures 

l 429 paid cases from Dorchester and Wicomico 
Counties. 
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TABLE DC-6 

FIVB¥EAt COMPAJWnVE TABLE 
OUMINAL CASES BY THE NUMBE1 OF DEFENDANTS CHABGED 

PBOCESSED IN THE DBTRfCT COUST 

FISCAL 1M1-FISCAL 1988 

MM-ai* twi-u lM2-«3 1M3-M 1S84-M 

DISTTUCTl 
BdUmenaty •8.2JS 47.095 50.847 48.237 48.780 

DISTRICT 2 
Oorctaur 
SonwMt 
WjCOBliOO 
VMBTCMMT 

954 
785 

1.619 
1.801 

913 
567 

1.946 
1.828 

1.027 
488 

1.841 
1.631 

930 
497 

1.680 
2.036 

1.115 
540 

1.818 
2.208 

DISTWCT3 
CUnUim 
CKU 
Kmt 
Qumn Ann* • 
-blhot 

663 
1.845 

355 
425 
653 

348 
1.948 

463 
400 
656 

524 
1.737 

471 
556 
748 

498 
1.694 

355 
508 
535 

579 
1.790 

490 
344 
687 

DISTRICT* 
Catmrt 
Chartm 
St. Marys 

809 
2.029 
1.404 

358 
2 248 
1 420 

825 
1.594 

953 

783 
1.630 

839 

914 
1.958 

741 

DISTTUCT 3 
Prince Ceorgs's 17.870 :0 174 20 912 19.866 20.020 

DISTRICT S 
Montgomery 11.717 14 685 a.020 .".--6 9.519 

DISTRICT 7 
Ann* Arundti 8.914 8 490 3 566 "989 8 461 

DISTRICTS 
Baltimora 14.754 15336 14 983 17 182 15 429 

DISTRICT 9 
H.rford 2.601 2.669 2 487 2842 :.560 

DISTRICT 10 
CarroU 
Howard 

1.530 
3.238 

T 419 
3.095 

1 335 
2.728 

1 705 
2842 

I 653 
1.029 

Disnucr U 
FrwJartck 2.354 

2.918 
2.518 
2 539 

1.811 
1.847 

2.302 
1 915 

2.452 
2.247 

DISTRICT t: 
Allatany 
CarrMt 

2.731 
600 

2.578 
754 

1.699 
557 

1.723 
604 

1.737 
603 

STATE 128.990 135 447 128.185 126.908 129.654 

»Cnminal fifum ara not avatlabt* for th» month* o( luly and August 1980 tor alt iunidictions and for Baltimore 
City for Saptambar 1980 as wail. Atxm statistics hava baan adiustad by District Court panonnel to raflact 
comparabia anaaal total*. 
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TABLE OC-7 

FIVE-YEAl COMPARATIVE TABLE 
ava CASES 

FILED IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

FISCAL 1981-FISCAL 1985 

1M0-«1 ian-«3 1M2-S3 1M3-M ttM-U1 

DICTRICT 1 
Baitimore City lM.9n 185.921 195 403 207.616 215.943 

DISTRICT 2 
Oorctieaier 2 189 2.113 1.822 1646 1.775 
Somei-Mt 847 758 897 606 682 
Wicomico 4.017 3820 4.749 4.432 5.932 
Worcester 1.703 1.914 I 692 1652 2.194 

DISTRICT 3 
Caroline 896 921 1 101 1.021 1.025 
Cecil 1.541 1851 2.046 2.453 2.548 
Kent 854 923 1.203 1.022 1.154 
Queen Aanes 943 1.113 1.348 1.199 1.104 
Talbot 1.023 1075 1.158 1.004 1.065 

DISTRICT 4 
Calveri 1.160 1.379 1 881 1.627 1.414 
Charles :.298 2.832 2.551 2.901 2.780 
St  Marys 1.760 1 820 1.238 1.337 1.837 

DISTRICT 5 
Prince Georxes 120.910 121.937 123.951 1:^:95 121.770 

DISTRICT 6 
Montgomery 40 853 45 059 45.634 51  175 53.321 

DISTRICT 7 
Anne Arundel 26.529 27 181 28 350 30 342 33.489 

DISTRICT 8 
Baltimore 70.243 76.051 '6815 796-: 80 683 

DISTRICT 9 
Harlord 7 773 8.558 7 944 8 762 8 473 

DISTRICT 10 
Carroll 
Howart 

2.844 
S.842 

3.164 
7.959 

3.623 
7.276 

2.879 
8.770 

2.945 
10.142 

DISTRICT 11 
Fradenck 
Waihugton 

4 J09 
5.435 

4.855 
5.680 

4.679 
5.192 

4.656 
5.416 

5.106 
5.560 

DISTRICT 12 
AUegany 
Carrett 

1.510 
749 

1.570 
798 

1.633 
794 

1.757 
808 

1.554 
765 

STATE 482.223 509.254 522.800 549068 563.283 

* The civil rule* chanfM effective My I. 1984. resulted in the change in the method of compiling the number 
to be included u "other filings." beguimng with FY 1985 The attachments before ludgment. confessed ludgments. 
and replevin action* are reported as other filings.  However, supplementarv proceedings are no longer uicliirtnd. 
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TABLE DC-8 

FOU1YEAS COMPAIAIIVE TABLE 
DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED CASES RECEIVED BY 

THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

FISCAL 1982-FISCAL 1969 

1M1-82 lM2-«3 1M3-M 19M-8S 

DISTRICT 1 
Battimon City 2.940 3.325 3.007 3.240 

DISTRICT 2 
Dorch«ilsr 
SomarMt 
Wicomtco 
Worcester 

243 
241 
92S 
52B 

311 
222 
892 
698 

288 
255 
766 
770 

290 
228 
577 
772 

DISTRICT 3 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Annes 
Talbol 

122 
674 
146 
304 
390 

123 
1 !69 

93 
346 
462 

154 
839 

96 
248 
454 

164 
813 
139 
282 
439 

DISTRICT 4 
Calvert 
Charles 
St. Marys 

•475 
701 
4 79 

596 
814 
588 

623 
528 
52" 

560 
552 
573 

DISTRICT 5 
Prince George s 3 650 4.459 3.960 4 081 

DISTRICT 6 
Montgomery 3.071 3.656 3.4:4 5.364 

DISTRICT 7 
Anna Arundel 2.279 2.925 2.826 3.233 

DISTRICT a 
Baltimore 3.8T9 4.704 4.022 4.2:2 

DISTRICT 9 
Harford 961 1.242 1.012 1.070 

DISTRICT 10 
CarroU 
Howard 

608 
1.909 

S93 
1.774 

775 
2.156 

912 
1 472 

DISTRICT 11 
Frederick 
Washington 

1.073 
931 

1.007 
921 

1.040 
638 

:.054 
798 

DISTRICT 12 
Allegany 
Carrett 

703 
303 

aoi 
269 

681 
215 

485 
242 

STATE 27,539 32.330 29.294 31.552 


